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SUBJECT: AMBASSADOR JOHNSON'S STATEMENT OF SEPTEMBER 22, 1976 
(SALT TWO- 1088) 

THEFOLLOWING IS STATEMENT DELIVERED BY AMBASSADOR JOHNSON 
AT THE SALT TWO MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 22, 1976. 

QUOTE: 

MR. MINISTER: 

TODAY I WANT TO DISCUSS THE PROPOSALS THE TWO DELEGATIONS HAVE MADE 
WITH RESPECT TO THE LIMITATION IN THE NEW AGREEMENT ON THE NUMBER OF 
LAUNCHERS OF MISSILES EQUIPPED WITH MIRVS, AND THE VERIFICATION BY 
NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS OF COMPLIANCE WITH THAT LIMITATION. 

PRIOR TO THE RECENT RECESS, EACH DELEGATION TABLED A NEW PROPOSAL 
WITH RESPECT TO THE MIRV LIMITATION, THE SOVIET DELEGATION ON JUNE 23 
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AND THE UNITED STATES DELEGATION ON JULY 7. THE LANGUAGE PROPOSED BY 
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THE SIDES IS IDENTICAL IN SOME PARTS OF THESE PROPOSALS, INDICATING T 
HE 

PROGRESS WHICH THE DELEGATIONS HAVE MADDE TOWARD REACHING AGREEMENT 0 
N 

THIS QUESTION. WITH THE EXCEPTION TO THE REFERENCE TO ASBMS, THE SIDE 
S 

HAVE TABLED IDENTICAL LANGUAGE FOR PARAGRAPH 1 OF ARTICLE V, WHICH CO 
N- 

TAINS THE BASIC 1320 MIRV AGGREGATE LIMITATION. ALSO, THE SIDES ARE I 
N 

AGREEMENT ON THE LANGUAGE FOR AN AGREEDSTATEMENT DESCRIBING REENTRY 
VEHICLES WHICH ARE "INDEPENDENTLY TARGETABLE." 

HOWEVER, A COMPARISON OF THE TEO DELEGATIONS' PROPOSALS ALSO REVEALS 
AREAS OF DESAGREEMENT. IT IS THESE AREAS WHICH I WANT TO DISCUSS TODA 
Y. 

THE DEFFERENCES THAT REMAIN PRIMARILY RELATE TO TWO QUESTIONS. WHICH 
BALLISTIC MISSILES ARE TO BE CONSIDERED MISSILES EQUIPPED WITH MIRVS? 

AND 

WHICH LAUNCHERS ARE TO BE CONSIDERED LAUNCHERS OF MISSILES EQUIPPED 
WITH MIRVS? I WILL ADRESS THESE QUESTIONS IN THAT ORDER. 

II 

SOME TYPES OF BALLISTIC MISSILES-FOR EXAMPLE, THE SOVIET ICBM 
WHICH THE US CALLS THE SS- 18-HAVE BEEN FLIGHT TESTED BOTH WITH MIRVS 
AND WITHOUT MIRVS. IT IS THE US VIEW THAT, IN ORDER TO ENSURE ADEQUAT 
E 

VERIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE MIRV LIMITATION, ALL MISSILES WIT 
H 

BOOSTERS OF A TYPE WHICH HAS BEEN FLIGHT-TESTED WITH MIRVS, WHETHER O 
R 

MOT IT HAS ALSO BEEN FLIGHT-TESTED WITHOUT MIRVS, MUST BE CONSIDERED 
MISSILES EQUIPPED WITH MIRVS. ACCORDINGLY, THE US PROPOSAL FOR PARA- 
GRAPH 5 OF ARTICLE II DIFINES MIRV LAUNCHERS AS LAUNCHERS FOR LAUNCHI 
NG 

A MISSILE "WITH A BOOSTER WHICH IS OF A TYPE THAT HAS BEEN FLIGHT- 
TESTED ONE OR MORE TIMES" WITH MIRVS. THUS, FOR EXAMPLE, ALL SS-18S 
WOULD BE 
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CONSIDERED MIRVED MISSILES. 

THE SOVIET LANGUAGE FOR PARAGRAPH 5 OF ARTICLE II SPEAKS OF "MISSILES 
WITH" MIRVS. IN THE ABSENCE OF FURTHER ELABORATION, THE US WOULD 
INTERPRET THIS TO MEAN THAT EACH MISSILE WOULD HAVE TO BE JUDGED INDI 

VIDUALLY AS BEING MIRVED OR NOT. WHILE THERE HAS BEEN MENTION OF THE 
POSSIBILITY OF AN AGREED STATEMENT RECORDING WHICH MISSILES ARE 
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EQUIPPED WITH MIRVS, FURTHER ELABORATION IS NEEDED TO SHOW HOW THIS 
STATEMENTWOULD RESOLVE THE QUESTION OF WHICH MISSILES WOULD BE CONSID 
ERED MIRVED 

MISSILES UNDER THE NEW AGREEMENT. 

Ill 

THE SECOND QUESTION CONCERNS THE ASSOCIATION OF MIRVED MISSILES WITH 
LAUNCHERS. THIS ASSOCIATION IS NECESSARY BECUASE THE MIRV AGGREGATE 
LIMITATION APPLIES TO ICBM AND SLBM LAUNCHERS RATHER THAN TO ICBMS AN 
D 

SLBMS. THE ESSENCE OF THE US POSITION IN THIS REGARD IS REFLECTED IN 
A PROPOSED AGREED STATEMENT TO THE EFFECT THAT A LAUNCHER WILL BE CON 

SIDERED A MIRV LAUNCHER IF ANY LAUNCHER OF THE SAME TYPE HAS EVER CON 

TAINED OR LAUNCHED A MIRVED MISSILE. FURTHER, THE US HAS PROPOSED 
THAT IN ANOTHER AGREED STATEMENT THE SIDES RECORD THE TYPES OF CURREN 
T 

LAUNCHERD TO BE MIRV LAUNCHERS AND THOSE CONSIDERED NOT TO 
BE MIRV LAUNCHERS. 

THE SOVIET PROPOSALS FOR PARAGRAPH 5 OF ARTICLE II DEFINES MIRV 
LAUNCHERS AS LAUCCHERS "WHERIN ARE DEPLOYED" MIRVED MISSILES. 

IS THE SOVIET PROPOSAL TO BE INTERPRETED TO MEAN THAT A LAUNCHER WOUL 
D BE 

CONSIDERED SUBIECT TO THE LIMITATION OF ARTICLE V IF, AND OLY IF, 

IT CONTAINS OR HAS CONTAINED A MIRVED MISSILE? FURTHER, DOES THE SOVI 
ET 

PROPOSAL MEAN THAT IF A PARTICULAR LAUNCHER IS OF THE SAME TYPE AS 
ANOTHER LAUNCHER WHICH HAS CONTAINED OR LAUNCHED A MIRVED MISSILE, 

THIS WOULD NOT PROVIDE A BASIS FOR CONSIDERED THAT PARTICULAR LAUNCHE 
R 
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SUBJECT TO THE MIRV LIMITATION? 

MR. MINISTER, I BELIEVE THAT IT IS IMPORTANT THAT THE DELEGATIONS 
UNDERSTAND NOT ONLY THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE TWO SIDES, BUT ALSO 
THE PRACTICAL CONSEQUENCES OF THOSE DIFFERENCES. IT WAS TO THIS END 
THAT THE US DELEGATION, ON MARCH 23, MADE MENTION OF THE SOVIET 
ICBM LAUNCHERS IN THE ICBM LAUNCH COMPLEXES NEAR DERAZHNYA AND PERVOM 
AYSK 

IN THE UKRAINIAN S.S.R. OUR OBSERVATIONS OF THESE LAUNCHERS INDICATE 
THAT SOME OF THEM WERE CONSTRUCTED PRIOR TO 1970 AND SUBSEQUENTLY WER 
E 

CHANGED, OR ARE BEING CHANGED, TO THE CONFIGURATION OF THE TYPE WE 
ASSOCIATE WITH THE MIRVED ICBM WE CALL THE SS-19. IN THE US VIEW, 

THESE LAUNCHERS WOULD BE CONSIDERED MIRV LAUNCHERS. UNDER SOVIET 
APPROACH WOULD THESE LAUNCHERS BE SUBJECT TO THE MIRV LIMITATION? 
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OUR OBSERVATIONS FURTHER INDICATE THAT THE OTHER ICBM LAUNCHERS NEAR 
DERAZHNYA AND PERVOMAYSK WERE CONSTRUCTED AFTER 1970 ALSO IN THE 
CONFIU ARATION OF THE TYPE WE ASSOCIATE WITH THE SS-19. IN THEUS 
VIEW, THESE LAUCCHERS ALSO WOULD BE COSIDERED MIRV LAUNCHERS. UNDER 
THE SOVIET APPROACH WOUDL THESE LAUNCHERS BE SUBJECT TO THE MIRV 
LIMITATION? 

MR. MINISTER, I ASK THESE QUESTIONS IN ORDER TO DETERMINE THAT EXTENT 
OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN US ON THIS ISSUE. IF UNDER THE SOVIET APPRO 
ACH 

ALL OF THE ICBM LAUNCHERS NEAR DERAZHNYA AND PERVOMAYSK WOULD BE CON- 
SIDERED MIRV LAUNCHERS, THEN THERE IS IN FACT LITTLE DEFFERENCE BETWE 
EN 

US. IF, ON THE OTHER HAND, UNDER THE SOVIET APPROACH NOT ALL OF THOSE 
LAUNCHERS WOULD BE CONSIDERED MIRV LAUNCHERS, IT WOULD BE HELPFUL TO 
KNOW 

THE BASIS FOR THE DISTNCTION WHICH IS MADE BETWEEN THOSE WHICH ARE CO 
N- 

SIDERED MIRV LAUNCHERS AND THOSE WHICH ARE NOT. UNQUOTE. 

JOHNSON 


SECRET 
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